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DETAILED ACTION 

i> This action is in response to Applicant's arguments and amendment, filed 
5.31.2007. Claims 2 and 10 are cancelled. Claims 1, 3, 5-7, 10, 14 and 25 are amended. 
Claims 1, 3, 5-9, 11*14, 16-25, and 28-36 are presented for further examination. 

2> This is a non-final rejection. 

Response to Arguments 

3> Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
Applicant argues that it would have been obvious to modify Polizzi's system to 
incorporate Lamberton's teachings. Applicant bases this argument on Polizzi's 
recitation that the service broker performs two functions: (1) controlling access to the 
portal system by users; and (2) controlling the disposition of jobs to the service agents 
within the portal system. Applicant argues that it would be contrary to Polizzi's 
teachings for the first request by the user to be handled through the service broker and 
all subsequent requests by the user sent to the same service agent bypassing the 
service broker because each service broker only performs a specific task. 

It should first be noted that Lamberton's load manager and Polizzi's service 
broker are analogous as both are responsible for disposition of requests to back-end 
devices [Lamberton, column 6 «lines 36-48» & Polizzi, 0024]. Lamberton discloses 
that the load manager is bypassed when the back-end device communicates a response 
to a request directly to the client [column 9 «lines 5"i7»]. 
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This embodiment, where a connection is established between the back-end 
device and the client, bypassing the load balancer, is not contrary to Polizzi. 
Modifying Polizzi's system with Lamberton would result in a system whereby 
Polizzi's port module would bypass the service manager to directly respond to the 
interface module's initial request. Polizzi does not teach that responses from the port 
module cannot be returned directly to the client. This embodiment teaches connecting 
directly the interface module and the port module for communicating independently 
from the connection manager. 

Applicant's argument is premised on the fact that there are subsequent 
communications between the interface module and the port module; that the interface 
module bypasses the manager and submits subsequent requests directly to the port 
module. However, Applicant's claim merely requires that the interface module and 
port module communicate independently; Lamberton's teaching that a response from 
the server is returned directly to the client constitutes a communication independent 
of the manager and therefore reads upon this claim limitation. 

Thus, Polizzi is modified such that a request is first submitted through the 
service manager which handles the disposition of the request. After routing the 
request to the appropriate port module, the port module returns a response directly to 
the client; or in other words, connects directly to the client and communicates the 
response independently of the service broker. This modification does not contradict 
any of Polizzi's teachings. 

Similar remarks to the §io3(a) rejections under Polizzi in view of Albert. 
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4> Applicant has also amended claims 1 and 14 to include the limitations of a log 
file that comprises parameters established to reflect a status of a connection between 
the remote application and the data source. Applicant's arguments are persuasive and 
therefore the rejections are withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground of rejection is set forth in this action in response to Applicant's arguments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § uz 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5> Claims 1, 11, 14, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

which applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claims i, 14, and 25 are unclear; they recite "a connection between the 
remote application and the data source desired to be monitored." It is unclear 
to what element (the connection or the data source?) that is "desired to be 
monitored"; 

b. Claim 11 lacks proper antecedent basis: "the data." Claim 11 also is 
dependent on now canceled claim 10. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action; 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

6> Claims i, 3, 5-9, 11*14, 16-25, an ^ 28-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being anticipated by Polizzi et al U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002I0023158 ["Polizzi"], 
in view of Lamberton et al, U.S Patent No. 6.779.017 ["Lamberton"], in further view 
of DeBettencourt et al, U.S Patent No. 6.279.001 ["DeBettencourt"]. 

7> Regarding claims 1, 8, 19 and 31, Polizzi discloses a method, apparatus and 
program product (hereinafter a "system") comprising: 

providing at least one interface module to interface with a remote application 
(105, fig. 1); 

providing port module to interface between interface module and data source 
(agent, 130, fig. 1); 

providing a connection manager to facilitate between the interface module and 
port module (service broker 125 fig. 1; paragraph. 21). 

Polizzi does not expressly disclose connecting directly the interface module 
and the port module for communicating independently from the connection manager. 
Polizzi also does not expressly disclose a log file comprising an arbitrary set of 
parameters selectively established to reflect a status of a connection between the 
remote application and the data source desired to be monitored. 
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8> Lamberton discloses a system whereby a load balancer is responsible for 
facilitating connections between a user's remote application and a data source such as 
a server [column 6 «lines 9-20»], Much like Applicant's claimed connection manager, 
Lamberton's load balancer's sole purpose is to select an appropriate data source and 
then facilitates a connection between the remote application and data source such that 
they can communicate independently of the load balancer [column 6 «lines 36-48»]. 
That is, after the connection has been facilitated, the user and the data source may 
connect directly with one another, independent of the load balancer [column 9 «lines 
5-i7»]. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art to modify Polizzi's 
system to incorporate Lamberton's teachings of utilizing a manager to facilitate the 
initial connection to a data source but bypassing the manager on subsequent 
communications; specifically the combination would enable direct communications 
between Polizzi's network interface and agents independent of the service broker, 
freeing the service broker to provide capability of handling more requests to the data 
source [see Lamberton, column 6 «lines 48-56»]. Such a modification in Polizzi's 
system would provide substantial improvement in Polizzi's service broker, as 
evidenced by the reduction in workload of Lamberton's load balancer. Polizzi's service 
broker and Lamberton's load balancer are analogous as they both responsible for 
establishing connections between user and remote applications [see Polizzi, 0021 & 
Lamberton, column 6 «lines 36-48»]. 
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9> As to the log file, DeBettencourt is directed to a system for accessing web 
pages from a data source [abstract | Figure 1]. Much like Polizzi, DeBettencourt 
discloses monitoring jobs that submitted to the data source [Figure 4]. DeBettencourt 
expressly discloses a log file comprising an arbitrary set of parameters selectively 
established to reflect a status of a connection between the remote application and the 
data source desired to be monitored [Figure 9 | column 5 «lines 25'39» | column 11 
«lines 46-5o» | column 18 «lines I2-I7»]. 

It would have been obvious one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
DeBettencourt's teachings of a log file into Polizzi's system. DeBettencourt teaches 
several benefits of a log file such as the ability to recover from system failures 
[column 11 «lines 4S'50»], logging of error events [column 11 «lines 63-65»], and 
analysis of network performance related to the connection [column 15 «Hnes 45'55»]. 
One would have been motivated to incorporate a log file into Polizzi for the benefits 
as described by DeBettencourt. 



io> As to claim 3, Polizzi does not expressly disclose that the parameters are user- 
selectable. DeBettencourt discloses that the parameters in the log file are user- 
selectable [Figure 9 | column 18 «lines 25-26 and 46-47»]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate user-selectable parameters in the log 
file into Polizzi. One would have been motivated to modify Polizzi in order enhance 
an administrator's ability to monitor the connections. 
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n> As to claim 5, Polizzi does not expressly disclose the parameters. 
DeBettencourt discloses wherein at least one the parameters is selected from the 
group consisting of a present SQL request, a warning message, an error message, a 
date, a time, a previous SQL request, a feature database scheme, and a number of 
records [column 18 «lines i8-ji»]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to incorporate user-selectable parameters in the log file into Polizzi. One 
would have been motivated to modify Polizzi in order enhance an administrator's 
ability to monitor the connections. 

I2> As to claims 6 and 7, Polizzi does not expressly disclose limiting the number of 
parameters. DeBettencourt discloses that the number of parameters within the log file 
can be configured, and therefore limited or expanded depending on the user's 
preference to reflect the history of interactions between the remote application and 
the data source [column 18 «lines 25-26 and 46~47»]. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate configurable parameters in the log file 
into Polizzi. One would have been motivated to modify Polizzi in order enhance an 
administrator's ability to monitor the connections. 

It should be noted that, with respect to claims 6 and 7, the limitations "in 
order to reduce processing time of a request to the data source" and "to reflect a 
detailed history of interactions" are not given patentable weight because they merely 
"express[es] the intended result of a process step positively recited." See MPEP 
§2111. 04 * If a reference teaches limiting or expanding the number of parameters, that 
reference is capable of reducing the processing time of a request to the data source or 
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reflecting the history of interactions. Therefore, DeBettencourt teaches the claimed 
limitation. 

I3> Regarding claims 9, 20, 32, Polizzi discloses the invention substantially, as 
claimed, as described, including hosting interface module is separate computer from 
data source. Polizzi does not explicitly disclose the interface is hosted in the data 
source computer. However, relocating interface module from other computer to data 
source computer is merely a part rearranging parts, which does not modify operation 
of the device, i.e., no matter where the interface module located it's connectivity to 
the port module still is being control by connection manager, which court held that is 
unpatentable. In re Japikse, 18 F.2d 1019,86 USPQ_70 (CCPA 1950). 

I4> As to claim 11, as it does not teach or further define over the limitations of 
claim 5, claim 10 is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 5. 

I5> As to claim 12, Polizzi does not expressly disclose arranging the parameters in 
hierarchical relation. DeBettencourt teaches arranging the parameters in hierarchical 
relation [Figures 6, 9]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate the display interface of DeBettencourt' log file into Polizzi. One would 
have been motivated to modify Polizzi in order enhance an administrator's ability to 
monitor the connections. 
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i6> As to claim 13, Polizzi does not expressly disclose the at least one parameter of 
the arbitrary set of parameters corresponds to an output device selected by a user. 
DeBettencourt discloses at least one parameter of the arbitrary set of parameters 
corresponds to an output device selected by a user [column 18 «lines 34'5i»]. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the parameters of 
DeBettencourt' log file into Polizzi. One would have been motivated to modify 
Polizzi in order enhance an administrator's ability to monitor the connections. 

I7> As to claims 14 and 25, they are directed to a medium and system, respectively, 
that implement the steps of the method of claim 1. Therefore, claims 14 and 25 are 
rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 1. 

i8> As to claims 16 and 22, they are merely mediums that implement the steps of 
claim 5. Therefore, they are rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 5. 

I9> As to claims 17 and 18, they are merely mediums that implement the steps of 
the method of claims 6 and 7 respectively. Therefore, claims 17 and 18 are rejected for 
at least the same reasons set forth for claims 6 and 7, respectively. 

20> As to claims 21 and 33, they do not teach over the limitation of the log file and 
the user selectable parameters of claims 1 and 3. Therefore, claims 21 and 33 are rejected 
for at least the same reasons set forth for claims 1 and 3. 
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2i> As to claims 23 and 24, they are merely mediums that implement the steps of 
the method of claims 12 and 13 respectively. Therefore, claims 23 and 24 are rejected for 
at least the same reasons set forth for claims 12 and 13, respectively. 

22> As to claims 28*30, they are merely systems that implement the steps of the 
method of claims 5-7 respectively. Therefore, they are rejected for at least the same 
reasons set forth for claims 5*7, respectively. 

23> As to claim 34, it is merely a system that implements the steps of the method 
of claim 5. Therefore, claim 34 is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for 
claim 5. 

24> As to claims 35 and 36, they are merely systems that implement the steps of the 
method of claims 12 and 13 respectively. Therefore, claims 35 and 36 are rejected for at 
least the same reasons set forth for claims 12 and 13, respectively. 

25> Claims 1, 3, 5-9, 11-14, 16-25, anc ^ 28-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Polizzi, in view of Albert et al, U.S Patent No. 6.970.913 
["Albert"], in further view of DeBettencourt. 

26> Regarding claims 1, 8, 19 and 31, Polizzi discloses a method, apparatus and 
program product (hereinafter a "system") comprising: 
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providing at least one interface module to interface with a remote application 
(105, fig. 1); 

providing port module to interface between interface module and data source 
(agent, 130, fig. 1); 

providing a connection manager to facilitate between the interface module and 
port module (service broker 125 fig. 1; paragraph. 21). 

Polizzi does not expressly disclose connecting directly the interface module 
and the port module for communicating independently from the connection manager 
in subsequent communications. Polizzi also does not expressly disclose a log file 
comprising an arbitrary set of parameters selectively established to reflect a status of a 
connection between the remote application and the data source desired to be 
monitored. 

27> Albert discloses a system whereby a service manager is responsible for 
facilitating connections between a user's remote application and a data source such as 
a server [abstract]. Much like Applicant's claimed connection manager, Albert's 
service manager selects an appropriate data source and then facilitates a connection 
between the remote application and data source such that they can communicate 
independently of the load balancer [column 7 «lines 7"3o»]. That is, after the 
connection has been facilitated, the user and the data source may connect directly 
with one another, independent of the service manager [Figure 2A | Figure 3A | Figure 
3B I column 9 «lines 54-62» where : the service managers are not connected to the data 
source but merely facilitate the connection between the agent and the data source]. 
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Albert's service manager merely facilitates the connection between the user's remote 
application and the data source. 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art to modify Polizzi's 
system to incorporate Albert's teachings of utilizing a service manager to facilitate the 
initial connection to a data source but bypassing the manager on subsequent 
communications; specifically the combination would enable direct communications 
between Polizzi's network interface and agents independent of the service broker, 
freeing the service broker to provide capability of handling more requests to the data 
source. Such a modification in Polizzi's system would provide substantial 
improvement in Polizzi's service broker by providing a feedback mechanism to better 
select appropriate data sources [see Albert, column 4 «lines 7-i8»]. Polizzi's service 
broker and Albert's load balancer are analogous as they both responsible for 
establishing connections between user and remote applications [see Polizzi, 0021 & 
Albert, column 4 «lines 52-65»]. 

28> As to the log file, see the rejection of claim 1 under Polizzi, in view of 
Lamberton, in further view of DeBettencourt for combination rationale. 



29> As to claims 3, 5-9, 11-14, 16-25, an d 28-36, see the corresponding rejections for 
those claims under Polizzi and DeBettencourt for combination rationale above. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is 
S71. 272. 3942. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday [8:30 AM to 
4:30 PM]. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571.272.3913. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 
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